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1 . The drawing is objected to because it does not clearly illustrate the 
claimed apparatus per 37 CFR 1 .83(a). Corrected drawing sheets in compliance 
with 37 CFR 1.121 (d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the 
sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of 
an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is 
to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement 
sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and 
appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to 
show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted 
after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection 
to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

The sole drawing in the application is not adequate to illustrate the 
invention so as to aid one of ordinary skill-in-the-art to interpret the 
invention. A new drawing is hereby required that clearly illustrates each 
and every claimed element of apparatus claims 4-9 per 37 CFR 1 .83(a). 
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2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Throughout claims 1-9, the uses of the word "fact" are indefinite 
and unclear in context. For example, what is meant on lines 2-3 of 
independent claim 1 by the phrase, "determining the fact of a missile 
launch"? Is this phrase meant to claim that the "missile launch" was 
directly detected as it happened? It is noted that once a missile is in the 
air that the detection of the missile in the air is indicative of the fact that a 
missile was at some earlier time launched. 

On lines 3-4 of independent claim 1 , it is unclear in context what is 
meant by the phrase, "determining missile coordinates in every time 
moment." Is this phrase meant to convey in context that the missile is 
constantly tracked from launch? Or, is this phrase merely meant to 
convey that while the missile is being tracked that the tracking is 
continuous? 

On line 4 of independent claim 1 , it is unclear in context what is 
meant by "pulse periodic laser radiation," particularly as to the meaning of 
the word "periodic" in this context. How would "pulse periodic laser 
radiation" differ from simply "pulsed laser radiation"? 
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On lines 8-9 of independent claim 1 , the use of the words "close to" 
with respect to frequencies is indefinite and unclear in context. What 
range of frequencies around the "typical operation frequencies" would be 
termed "close"? 

On lines 8-9 of independent claim 1 , the phrase "typical operation 
frequencies of the infrared seeker heads" is indefinite and unclear in few 
ways. First, are these "operation frequencies" the PRF used by the 
seeker head? Second, are these "operation frequencies" the laser 
frequency? Third, for either of the above possible uses of the word 
"operation frequencies," there would only be one PRF or one laser 
frequency, so why is the plural "frequencies used? The PRF in claim 1 
could not be "close to" a plurality of "frequencies." 

On lines 3-4 of independent claim 4, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by "sensors of the fact ... of missile launch." How does a sensor 
sense a "fact" per se? 

On lines 8-9 of independent claim 4, it is unclear what the "signals" 
are that are from the "sensors of the fact ... of missile launch." 
In dependent claim 5, "the information on the fact of the missile launch" 
lacks antecedent basis. 

On lines 4-5 of dependent claim 6, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by the phrase "to define ... the fact the aircraft being [sic] attacked 
by a missile." What is the action described by defining a fact that 
something is being attacked? 
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On lines 5-6 of dependent claim 6, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by the phrase, "attacked by a missile with just the infrared seeker 
head." Is this phrase intended to indicate that the claimed system only 
acts against missiles having IR seeker heads? 

On line 5 of dependent claim 6, it appears that there is a 
typographical error where the verb "is" is missing immediately before the 
word "being." 

On line 7 of dependent claim 6, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by the phrase, "the fact of failure of guiding." 

On lines 6-7 of dependent claim 6, it is unclear what is meant in 
context by the phrase, "to define ... the fact of failure of guiding." What 
action is meant by defining the fact of failure? 

On lines 9-10 of dependent claim 6, "the information on the fact of 
failure" lacks antecedent basis. 

On line 1 0 of dependent claim 6, "the fact of failure" is unclear in 
context. 

On lines 1-2 of dependent claim 7, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by "sensors of the fact ... of missile launch." How is a "fact" per se 
sensed by a sensor. 

On lines 2-3 of dependent claim 8, it is unclear in context what is 
meant by the recited "sensor" being a "narrow-directed sensor of the 
ultraviolet range." Does this narrowness refer to the angular field of view 
of the sensor or to the narrowness of the frequency range of the sensor 
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within the ultraviolet frequencies? Further, the term "narrow-directed" is 
indefinite and unclear in context in that the word "narrow" is a relative term 
without any point of reference as to what is narrow and what is not narrow. 

On line 2 of dependent claim 9, the phrase "transceiver intended to 
transmit" is indefinite and unclear in context in that the phrase fails to 
claim clearly and definitely that the recited "transceiver" actually does 
"transmit," rather it merely states the "transceiver" has the potential to 
"transmit." 

Dependent claims 2-3 are unclear at least in that they depend from 
unclear independent claim 1 . Likewise, dependent claims 5-9 are unclear 
at least in that they depend from unclear independent claim 4. 

4. Claims 1 and 4 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome 
the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office 
action. 

5. Claims 2-3 and 5-9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action 
and to include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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The examiner-cited prior art herewith is of general interest for 
showing the state of the related prior art. Durig ('533) is cited to show that 
PRF's are used with IR guidance heads for missiles. 

Morand (Demande de Brevet D'invention 2,318,453 A1) is of 
particular interest in that it shows most of the claimed elements of 
independent claim 1 except that the laser in that reference is not 
producing "pulse periodic laser radiation" and in that there is no mention in 
the reference of PRF's. Otherwise, Morand (Demande de Brevet 
D'invention 2,318,453 A1) shows an on-board system for an aircraft that 
tracks a missile using a radar (page 2, lines 25-34) and that uses two 
lasers to lead the missile away from the aircraft (page 4, lines 2-7), where 
the missile has an IR seeker (page 1 , lines 9-14). 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Bernarr E. Gregory whose telephone number 
is (571 ) 272-6972. The examiner can normally be reached on weekdays from 
7:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Thomas H. Tarcza, can be reached on (571) 272-6979. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
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for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



/Bernarr E. Gregory/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3662 



